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hour for San Jose)®. The DPEIR/S does not provide the necessary ridership figures to The split takes only five to eight minutes to accomplish™. Therefore there would be little
do a direct comparison of these altemnatives, but based on the Commission’s analysis or no loss of time in train splitting. Nor wou[lid there be inefficiencies in usij%f "°"'di 00694
and such figures as are available, it appears that under this analysis an Altamont 0069-4 stock, because the number of cars allocated to any given destination could be suited to cont
routing would actually have higher ridership than either Pacheco or Diablo Direct.® The cont fit the expected ridership. In short, train splitting is not a basis for finding an Altamont
EIR/S needs to document the relative ridership for a Los Angeles to San Francisco alignment infeasible.
phase one project using each of the three mountain passes into the Bay Area. The third claimed basis for finding the Altamont alternative infeasibletri,s the
Even beyond the phase one project, there is no reason why an Altamont asserted cost and environmental impacts of a new Bay crossing at or near the existing
alternative could not have equal or greater ridership than a routing centered on San Dur{\barto_r‘\nrall ?"dge' of o bzqauggt;r_\)e aRIteevrgatlv?t\ggsddgmlssedh;:‘elttr;]sg the
Jose. The DPEIR/S makes much of the difficulty of “train splitting”. it argues that this P BT s o ot T e T o o b S e tence
makes it infeasible to satisfy San Francisco demand without virtually eliminating service c ese S pp Y "
to Oakland and San Jose. This is a fallacy. The DPEIR/S bases its cost analysis for a new bridge endix 2-J to DPEIR/S)
’ i yI is fi Bg il rossi of
. To begin with, the DPEIR/S makes the artificially assumption that train service is g]"a?ggsziﬁ°2’g§$g§?ﬁggkﬁrgﬂgga¥:§si: r ﬁ‘l‘eev:er:ﬂ;as'pgc?:smgl’udm coaurse,
limited to three trains per hour. There is no operational basis for this limitation. Given different Iocgtion with different ghar:acteristics Fgurther the DPEIRIS’incIudesgseverm
that European and Japanese high speed rail systems routinely run with trains with as faitly arbit 15-20% “High Speed Factor” to have the brid: "
little as four minutes headways (see Attachment A, timetable for HSR service between aily arbitraty costs, e.g., a 15-20% ‘High Speed Factor’ to igve e bricge support |
Paris and Lyon, France). The decision on how often to run trains should be based speeds of 120 mph, as opposed to 80 mph in the MTC study™, and an additional 26%
rimarily on market demand. not the type of arbitrary limit used in the DPEIR/S, 101 ‘contingency” factor. Neither cost estimate is supported by any substantial evidence.
he differences in demand between destinations could be addressed by a combination In addition, the DPEIR/S suggests that the costs for mitigatinﬂ impacts on Bay
of differing frequencies and differing trainset sizes. In the final analysis, however, wetlands, based on proposed mitigation costs for a new runway at the San Francisco
destination splitting should not be an excuse to reduce projected ridership. International Airport, would run upwards of $1 billion. However, no final EIR for the
As for the question of “train splitting”, one solution has aiready been identified — Airport expansion project issued. Therefore the estimated figures for wetlands
running separate trainsets to the three de%t’inations In addition oon};ectin service mitigation taken from that project need to be taken with a very large grain of salt and
using direct cross-platiorm transfers can also provi e suppleme’n tary servige beyond Oes:.léléy r;tgnml)g be considered substantial evidence justifying eliminating Altamont from
| consideration.
that of HSR through service.'?
However, egven if an actual split in the trainset was desired, this is far from Fufrth(ta':, tﬂ%ﬁ'ﬁ'm alsonmakes seﬁ'a'p“&‘gﬁy"gmed assumptions about a Bay
. . s A S , crossing for the tamont alternative. The assumes thi swing bridge,
infeasible, and would not be the insurmountable obstacle claimed by the DPEIR/S. The such asg the current Dumbarton rail span, is fundamentally unworkaltzltgif:r use 31ith P-?SR
European HSR systems routinely split trains to differing destinations. As shown in trains. This is incorrect. It is certainly true that, in its current state, the Dumbarton rail
Attachment B, two trainsets can travel in tandem, with a split occurring at a station stop. span could nlm b: uged for HSR. |-|o\,.,e\,er('j :g?rading of the current Dumbarton rail
bridge has already been approved and fun or use with the Caltrain system. While
® If San Jose was served by a spur line, obviously all trains would access both San Francisco and San the upgraded span might not be optimal for use with HSR trainsets, European rail
Jose. systems routinely run HSR trainsets over swing bridges*®. The use of catenary
® Earlier ridership studies were done by Charles River Associates, and are referenced in the DPEIR/S. electrical power for HSR may complicate use of a swing bridge, compared to a fixed
However, these ridership studies were themselves flawed by faulty assumptions, and were based on span bridge, but that obstacle is far from insuperable, given modern engineering
census data that is now outdated and inaccurate. (For example, much of the census data is from the
1990 census (updated through 1997) and fails to include the si%liﬁcant amount of additional growth in the
Dublin-Pleasanton-Livermore-San Ramon and Tracy-Stockton-Modesto areas since then.)
"% The Charles River Associates ridership & jections (2000) asserts that the Altamont pass is '3 Eyrostar trainsets " i insi i
! r ¢ _proje X 2 operating through the English Channel tunnel can be separated from inside the train,
o s s T £ RO ot iy st o o g tomat il e e, (S Mk 0 T e ¢ ot wan
whether a similar limitation would apply to other mountain crossings, and whether there are any ways of irn?iiﬁgﬁ'lf&'efﬁ g;yocuaplir:;'cr:n gg agcno?ngaliushréd.o F apanese train amsg;,l: beemon‘ /e elsnpde zt ;M
surmounting this limitation. At any rate, even with four trains per hour, these could be allocated to give similar speed, as documented in the April 2004 report submitted by the JRTS to the CHSRA.
the majority of service to San Francisco (e.g., five trains per two hours to S.F., two trains per two hours to 1 A ' . - " .
San Jose, and one train per two hours to Oakland - with additional connecting service through BART at While HSR does require greater rigidity than conv rail, g in ir r on costs,
Union City). As discussed below, train splitting would eliminate even this minor constraint. this is at least partially offset by the much lighter weight of HSR car, compared to conventional rail. The
" Whil X i di tal and lab ; p 3 dm;erence_m momentum, a nmaréfar:tor in designing the bridge, could be minimal. At any rate, the 15-
o 50:1 Z g}:ynfv::lrlxgmnl\)gl:masl{;s wvg:zllld increase cagea and lat t?; fo;ztgbfs long as those trains ran 20% cost increase used in the DPEIR/S cannot be supported without further analysis.
’ " ) ®s ts of Mark Ketchum of OPAC Consuiting Engineers, Inc., i ith extensi
I"z r-_‘:)erd exam_ple,‘ even b_(:tf::tr?1 da? Oakfland HSRtextEn)siun Il; :)ne\plem%ntsdl;:hume Eerxiics ée.ga \Ll]ia BAET expzﬁe'?\ogri’r‘fgesignin; and builléiri?\; bridges. '?R:L::orr?men%??:g MTK;Z:Er?\"gereers:m.e argr;st;;ihed
imited service trains with addition of passing tracks) coul provided between Oakiand and Union City, as Attachment D and incorporated herein by this reference.
connecting to San Francisco and San Jose St;hmu h trains. Once the Oakland HSR extension was R 16 po Y N .
implemented, it could aiso be used to provide high speed local shuttle service with cross-platform For example, on the route through the Netherlands and the ____ bridge in Sweden. See
transfers. This kind of connecting service is commonly used in the European and Japanese HSR Aftachment E, incorporated herein by this reference..
.systems (e.g., HSR service between Milan, Italy and Luceme and Zurich, Switzerland)
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technology’”. It may also be true that HSR trainsets could not traverse a swing bridge
at the top speeds used by HSR. A lower speed, like that of conventional rail trains,
might be necessary to avoid a safety hazard at the swing junctions. However, this does
not make such use infeasible. The total distance of the Dumbarton Bridge would be
roughly five miles. Five miles at 60 mph would take roughly five minutes, as opposed to
2% minutes at 120 mph. The net time loss in this example would be 2% minutes. This
is not enough of a time differential over the entire San Francisco — Los Angeles run to
declare an option infeasible, especially given Altamont’s other benefits.

In the long run, of course, it would certainly be preferable to run across a bridge
designed for optimal HSR operations. Even with this assumption, however, other
options remain for a HSR Bay crossing that were never investigated. For example, the
alignment of the existing bridge could be used for a new bridge, either using the existing
bridge footings or placing new footings. The new higher fixed span could be run in the
airspace above the existing span. This would require little or no additional bayfill.'®
Once the new fixed-span bridge was finished, the swing span would be removed and
both HSR and conventional commuter rail trains would use the new improved span.
This would not only allow HSR transbay service at far lower cost than assumed in the
DPEIR/S, but would have the added benefit of improving conventional rail transbay
service. This option should have been studied in the EIR/S. Even if a new alignment
were to be used, the DPEIR/S failed to consider the extent to which choice of an optimal
alignment could reduce the wetlands and wildlife impacts of a new span, thereby
reducing the need for mitigation. Again, this would reduce potential mitigation costs.
The DPEIR/S failed to consider any of these options.®

Nor does the DPEIR/S explain why the Altamont alternative is rendered
infeasible by the need for a new Bay crossing, when the Mulford alignment (DPEIR/S
Chap. 6.2.1(b)), running from San Jose to Oakland through the same bayside wetlands
of the Don Edwards Wildlife Refuge, is nevertheless considered feasible. Indeed, the
Mulford alignment would, if anything, affect more wetiand acreage with greater impacts.

Lacking adequate objective evidence to support finding the Altamont alternative
infeasible, the DPEIR/S apparently succumbed to an irrational (and perhaps politically
motivated) prejudice favoring a routing through San Jose. More and better evidence
would be needed to support a finding that a Dumbarton rail crossing in particular and
the Altamont alternative in general are not feasible and worthy of detailed study in the
EIR/S. Further, if such evidence is provided in response to these and other comments,
the EIR/S will need to be recirculated so that the public can fully review and comment
on the new evidence.

"7 Indeed, it has been accomplished at many points along Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor, let alone on many
bridges throughout the rest of the world.

'8 In addition, portions of the existing rail bridge could potentially be used as a staging area for work on
the new bridge (as, for example, was done for the recent lane additions for the San Mateo Bridge),
thereby further reducing the net cost for the new bridge and reducing potential construction impacts on
Bay and wetlands areas.

*® The complete record for this Project would show that experts in Bay ecology, wildlife, and wetlands met
with Authority staff and p i evi that i the DPEIR/S’ $1b mitigation cost
estimate, and suggested that reconstruction of the existing Dumbarton rail corridor for high speed rail
could improve the ecology of the South Bay. This evidence should have been included, or at least
summarized, in the EIR/S.
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FAILURE TO ANALYZE FEASIBLE CENTRAL VALLEY ROUTING
ALTERNATIVES

The DEIR/S failed to analyze many feasible Central Valley routing alternatives
that would have lower costs and fewer negative impacts than the alternatives carried
forward in the report. Most importantly, the DEIR/S failed to analyze the specific
alignment preferred by the California Intercity High Speed Rail Commission, parallel to
and several miles west of SR-99.

The Commission, predecessor of the California High Speed Rail Authority, in its
final report to the Governor and legislature stated, “The Commission intends that the
system recommended in the Summary Report and Action Plan, act as a blueprint for
high speed rail service in California.” This finding was reinforced by Senate Bill 1420,
Statutes of 1996 which directed the Authority to develop a system “consistent with and
continuing the work of the Intercity High-Speed Rail Commission.”

The Authority removed this preferred alignment from the DEIR/S without a
reasonable explanation.

The Train Riders Association of California has repeatedly, for the past four years,
asked the Authority to include this alternative in the DEIR/S. TRAC has testified before
the Authority and has supplied written comments outlining this major flaw in the DEIR/S.

Under CEQA and NEPA an EIR/S must analyze a reasonable range of
alternatives to the project or the location of the project that would feasibly cbtain most of
the basic objectives while avoiding impacts. We cannot find an example of another
California project where the preferred alternative was eliminated before the EIR/S.

The Central Valley route recommended by the California Intercity High Speed
Rail Commission is far superior to the two routes studied in this DEIR/S. In fact, the
California Intercity High Speed Commission REJECTED these two options because
tr;ey had more costs, environmental impacts and public disruption than their preferred
alternative.

The Commission’s final report dated December 1996 states the advantages of a
new alignment in Section 8, page 10:

Use of existing rail alignments versus a new ali has signif i ing and
cost ramifications. New high-speed tracks or guideways must essentially be constructed
from scratch in the existing alignments. Existing freight tracks typically require relocation
within the shared right-of-way with crash barriers installed to separate from freight trains.
These additional costs associated with existing rail alignments more than outweigh the
cost of right-of-way acquisition in the Central Valley for a new alignment.

Both the UP and BNSF alignments pass through urban areas in the Central Valley
requiring numerous grade ions and aerial to acce high speed
service. In contrast, the new alignment would typically bypass the more densely
populated areas, reducing the need for grade separations and elevated sections thus
reducing environmental impacts.

In the Executive Summary of the Commission’s report on Page 7, it summarizes
the issue:

Three potential alignments within the SR-99 Corridor inciude two existing railroad
corridors and one new corridor. While the new alignment has been identified as the most
promising route, the new alignment would aiso be the least costly.

In Section 3, page 30, it quantifies the advantages:
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CENTRAL VALLEY- A new alignment is the least costly option through the Central sufficient to capture a large share of this intercity traffic>*. In addition, trains not
Valley, due to extensive at-grade running and minimal land use constraints. The BNSF stopping at a city (e.g., L.A. ~ S.F. express trains) could proceed straight through along 0069-5
and UP Corridors cost approximately $1 billion and $3 billion more than a new corridor. 0069-5 the main line without having to take a longer bypass route or slow down at all. Since ¢
. - . . cont the West of SR-99 alignment would use the same stations as the proposed Project, con
In Section 8, page 7, it reiterates the disadvantages of BNSF and UPRR routes: there would be no difference in intermodal connections o ridership catchment area.?
Engineering issues and environmental impacts related to the Central Valley alignment The feasible and cost-effective West of SR-99 alternative preferred by the
options stem largely from their relative proximity to urban areas. Construction cost and Commission was rejected without any sound engineering reason or evidence. As noted
environmental impacts are significantly higher in urban areas since existing streets and above, the Authority’s reasons for eliminating this alteative are not justifiable. We ask
roadways require more grade ions and aerial that tl'_let enttlrert Eak«;rsﬁel:i-Sacr?Lnento rl?n?lt)I?ISI bte rets;lﬁleg, s|‘n a ?%nnleé that is
. . . “consistent with and continuing the work of the Intercity High-Speed Rail Commission,”
Subsequent work by the High Speed Rail Authority also demonstrated that a : ; h
West of SR-99 Route would be less expensive and would have less severe impacts and that the revised DPEIR/S be recirculated to the public.
upon agricultural land than the UPRR route. The UPRR alignment was estimated in
1999 to cost over $3 billion more than the West of SR-99 alternative. FAILURE TO STUDY ALTERNATIVES THAT WOULD PROVIDE
It appears that the EIR/S is flawed because it does not contain this West of SR- SERVICE TO SOME AREAS VIA CONVENTIONAL RAIL LINES
99 corridor \rflvhicl;]b%?_’gg C'ommission and the Authority found was substantially less in the Los Angeles area and the Bay Area, the Authority plans to share rights of
expensive than the alignment. way with Metrolink and Caltrain, so as to avoid the costs of building separate
There appears to be no benefit of using the UPRR alignment that justifies the infrastructure. A primary reason cited by the Authority for its preference for the UPRR
added $3 billion. The Ii)lfl’EIR{rS’brationale for eliminating a West of ?hR-?;i option appears gg"sfg&;g?tse r!rr::tti\;teg(t,rlr‘;‘: Iéoes dng:&g%gE'::ﬁgoé‘is mcn!ﬂ?e‘r:lwtyi tfxiztter::v }';]Ze{g are mg
to be encapsulated solely in Tables 2-H-10 and 2-H-9, addressing the Modesto to h 2 + COLT K n |
Merced and Modesto Stati%n alignment/location. In those tables, the reasons given for UPRR corridor for its entire distance, saving billions of dollars.
eliminating a West of SR-99 option are first, that it would remove too much important The first would be to use a West of SR-99 altemative with the existing Amtrak
farmland, or make it inaccessible (‘severance” impacts), and second that it would not service connecting to high-speed rail at transfer stations in Fresno, Bakersfield and
have sufficient intermodal connections and, concomitantly, would have too smalla Stanislaus County. The second would be to use equipment optimized to operate at high
ridership catchment area. Neither of these reasons holds up to scrutiny, especially if speeds on sections accessing the Bay Area or Los Angeles, but run along the BNSF
potential mitigation measures are considered. mainlineh through t(l;e (%ent:l'al gla(l)lfey zligh-speed rail cannot |i\(lje in sa vacuum, and
i i _ : f ignore the hundreds of millions of dollars Caltrans has invested in San Joaquin tracks.
While it may be true that the West of SR-89 alignment would involve current Unfortunately, CHSRA has never articulated a vision as to how conventional San
farmllgnd,t%s <|)p poseIc:I torlland alrelady dfeg;catled éo rail use, the total acriage involved Joaquin trains (or other conventional rail trains) would connect with high speed rail
would not be large. Further, any loss of farmlands impacts could easily be mitigated by .
purchasing farming-protective easements on current farmlands, particutarly those The dot chart below shows one plausible way of integrating five north-south
surrounding Central Valley cities along the HSR route, which would be most at risk for routes to provide high-speed travel between Los Angeles, the Bay Area, and
conversion to non-farming uses due to the growth-inducing impacts of the Project. Sacramento, without neglecting or damaging Central Valley cities along the way.?*
As for severance impacts, connectivity between fields on the west and east of the - .
new right of way could easily be maintained by frequent undercrossings. This would be & d@ o Conventional  High Speed s &
a simple, cheap, and effective way to mitigate any potential loss of farmland connectivity < v ,,o“‘ P 6&6‘4‘ & oS’ a2
impacts ~ far cheaper than the cost of converting existing grade crossings along the ,g? & so"e & ) éfp& #dp SO °¢° q?: Pl iv?%::é‘
proposed current Project ROW. P Q‘% A f & "&& oL &&éf G&@ ".,%ﬁ A
As for the modal connectivity and ridership catchment area, the DPEIR/S [ -0 O
appears to assume that the stations along the West of SR-99 alternative would also be O 00 ® L <0
five miles west of the cities involved. This is not necessarily the case, as the o0
Commission’s plan included a center city station on a high speed branch in Fresno. In [ONORONONONON o0 o 4 =@ =9 O O
addition, TRAC has developed a detailed plan to have trains stopping at Central Valley OO0OO0O000 OO0OO00O0O
cities shunted off the main line to reach central city stations.?° The shunts would
g?erat_e as cgm;ﬁnti?nal rcatil I,irr:esl at ;ogv?tv;’tionﬁl rail spetidS. trt\e(eby greﬁtly reducmg # This is particularly true because these smaller cities have little or no scheduled airline service.

e noise and other impacts involved. Further, because these trains would access the e ) N . ) ]
Bay Area and Los Angeles at high speeds, and only run at conventional speeds on the 2 plternatively, the HSR trains could stop at a transfer station along the main line, connecting there with
shunts in the middle of the network, average speeds between smaller Central Valley exprass shutle service in and out of the central ity station.

i . i ;  Attachment G (incorporated herein by this ref ), provi full iption of such an i
cities and the Bay Area or Los Angeles would sill be over 100 mph in all cases, HSRIconventiongl r%?lrgy;?e?n toegg:'?re ¥he I(s:c-:ntml Valley. This, oraother similar integrat:lécraﬁgltemative,
= should be included and discussed in the EIR/S.

Details of the TRAC plan are provided in Attachment F.
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San Joaquin (and other) conventional service will continue to play a major role in
feeding passengers to the high speed rail system. We show this happening in two
different ways: conventional trains meet HSR trains at common stations in major Valley
cities, and HSR equipment itself runs on sections of the San Joaquin line. The final
shape of the solution depends on a ‘meeting of the minds’ between the Federal Railroad
Administration and equipment manufacturers over crashworthiness standards.

In either scenario, conventional rail will be brought up to FRA Class Vil
standards, allowing 125 mph operation. With 125 mph top speeds, and a Fresno
midpoint hub, access times from San Joaquin stations to the nearest high speed
transfer station would be a matter of minutes™.

The DEIR/S omits any discussion of coordination or connection with conventional
rail in the Central Valley and elsewhere in the HSR system and is clearly inadequate. It
should be redrafted to address this insufficiency and recirculated for public comment.

FAILURE TO ADDRESS NEGATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
UPON FARMLAND PRESERVATION

The December 1999 Corridor Evaluation, on p. 111-25 indicated a West of SR-99
route would require 180 acres of farmland, 57% of which is considered prime farmland.
Yet a UPRR avl:?nment (along SR-99) would require 250 acres of farmiand, 71% prime.
Dropping the West of SR-99 corridor appears to be contrary to the goal of farmland
preservation.

The EIR/EIS fails to properly acknowledge on Page 3.8.1 the relative importance
of prime farmland and therefore fails to convey that an alternative that takes prime
farmland would be more disruptive than one that doesn't. For example, on Page 3.8.7,
under “Fresno to Bakersfield” the EIR/EIS notes that the “HST alignments along the
existing UPRR corridor would travel through roughly the same amount of farmland as
those along the BNSF corridor.” This seems to be an attempt to evade the issue that
the UPRR corridor runs through prime farmland and the BNSF runs primarily through
land of lesser importance, much of which is lying fallow.

This is followed by Figure 3.8-9B which makes the outrageous misrepresentation
that the UPRR is the route between Fresno and Bakersfield with the least potential
impacts upon farmland, while the BNSF is the route with the greatest potential impacts.
The false finding in this figure is not supported by the facts, the text, nor the tabular data
presented in this section.

Additionally, the EIR/S fails to formulate alternative routings that are calculated to
minimize the impacts upon prime farmlands. The EIR/S also lacks any serious
consideration of mitigation measures for agricultural impacts, such as farmland trusts,
a?ricultural preserves, urban limit lines, prohibition of stations along high-speed sections
of the line in perpetuity, or mitigation of parcel splits by swapping land on either side of
the ROW with adjoining farms.

% Indeed, the Authority's own business plan prominently features the connectivity of the proposed HSR
system with conventional passenger rail.

0069-5
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FAILURE TO ADDRESS NEGATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
FROM HIGH SPEED RAIL CONSTRUCTION USING UPRR CORRIDOR

Construction of a high speed railway through Sacramento, Elk Grove, Galt,
Manteca, Ripon, Salida, Modesto, Turlock, Dethi, Livingston, Atwater, Merced,
Chowchilla, Madera, Fresno, Fowler, Selma, Kingfsburg‘ Goshen, Tulare, Pixley,
Earlimart, Delano, McFarland and Bakersfield will have significant negative
environmental impacts which are not quantified or studied by the DEIR/S. Division of
neighborhoods with surface rail alignments, construction impacts of the project, and
long-term negative socio-economic effects would be similar to that caused by California
freeways in the 1960’s, but are not discussed, quantified, or meaningfully analyzed
anywhere in the DPEIR/S.

Putting an HSR alignment along the UPRR corridor is likely to increase the
pressure to bring SR-99 to full interstate status, because of the number of interchanges
which would have to be created or rebuilt for the HSR project. This upgrade of highway
facilities is likely to accelerate sprawl, as is the destruction of inner city neighborhoods
by elevated railway structures.

While it may be too early at the programmatic level to discuss detailed
construction impacts, because detailed routings and station locations have not yet been
determined, it is not too early to conduct a generalized analysis, based on the
approximate routing and the amount and types of land uses that would be affected by
building new rail lines. Indeed, such an analysis is particularly important at the
programmatic level where, as here, decisions will be made that will dramatically change
the types and amounts of expected impacts, depending on which of the various
alignment alternatives is chosen.

The coverage of this subject in the DPEIR/S is clearly inadequate and must be
remedied by a thorough study and recirculation of the DPEIR/S for public comment.

FAILURE TO ADDRESS NEGATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
FROM CENTER CITY OPERATION

A primary reason cited by the Authority for dropping the West of SR-99 corridor
was that it would put high-speed rail stations outside of city centers.

The UPRR alignment runs through the city centers, allowing (obviously) city-
center stations, but the tradeoff is higher cost (at least $3 billion) and increased travel
times (15 minutes more than west of 99), assuming reduced speed operations in the
city-centers, and a longer route (6 miles).

To remedy these shortcomings, the DPEIR/S assumes high speed prasses of
the larger city-centers along the UPRR However, the bypasses in Bakersfield, Fresno,
and Merced may not be built until a later stage of development, and depend upon a
profitable system providing revenues for their construction.® The bypasses are, for all
intents and purposes, irrelevant to the project that is proposed to be constructed.

In the guise of saving central city stations, the project proposed and analyzed in
the DPEIR/S would instead cause severe damage to many of the cities served. Figure
3.4-2 indicates that all Central Valley cities on the Sacramento-Bakersfield Corridor

% The HSRA business plan acknowledges that the system may have to be built in stages, with the most
profitable portions being built first. (Business Plan, Page 15.) Either the bypasses wouid have to be buift
first, forfeiting service to the bypassed cities, or as a second phase after the main line is constructed.
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except Stockton would have speeds between 186 mph and 217 mph. Full speed
operation along the UPRR would have significant negative noise impacts upon
Sacramento, Elk Grove, Galt, Manteca, Ripon, Salida, Modesto, Turlock, Dethi,
Livingston, Atwater, Merced, Chowchilla, Madera, Fresno, Fowler, Selma, Kingsburg,
Goshen, Tulare, Pixley, Earlimart, Delano, McFarland and Bakersfield. The
communities affected by the noise impacts of trains running up to 217 mph are not
named by the DEIR/S.

On Page 3.4-11, the DEIR/S compares noise produced by high-speed trains
running at less than 150 miles per hour with other modes, but nowhere describes or
makes a direct comparison of dBA with trains running at 217 miles per hour. In Figure
3.4-7, where it compares 200 mph high speed trains, it compares them 100 feet away
with motor vehicles 50 feet away, clearly a misleading comparison. The discussion of
the Sacramento to Bakersfield Corridor’s noise impacts on Page 3.4-11 is clearly
inadequate and fails to disclose the specific dBA of noise impacts on the 25
communities listed above. Instead, the DEIR/S falsely claims on Tables 3.4-D.1 that the
no-project alternative and the modal alternative both have worse noise impacts than
high speed rail on the Sacramento-Bakersfield corridor. This breach of faith with the
residents of the Central Valley should be reason by itself for the DEIR/S to be revised
and recirculated to the public.

INADEQUATE AND BIASED MODAL ANALYSIS

The DPEIR/S’s analysis of alternative modes is flawed in that the other modal
alternatives, specifically highway construction and air travel, are not designed to
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At an even more fundamental level, the modal alternative is flawed by the failure
to consider any expansion of conventional rail service. This is particularly galling from
an agency supposedly devoted to improving rail service in California.

While there are currently several systems providing conventional rail service in
California (e.g., Caltrain, Metrolink, Amtrak California), the DPEIR/S doesn’t consider or
discuss the potential for expanding conventional rail service as part of the modal
alternative.>® Yet, expanding conventional rail service could be one of the most efficient
and cost effective means of improving intercity travel in California, especially over
relatively short distances, while also having some of the lowest potential impacts.
Indeed, the proposed HSR system might actually work against the expansion or even
maintenance of existing conventional rail service, especially in areas where the two will
overlap. In particular, the proposed HSR service along the San Francisco Peninsula
over the Caltrain right of way would clearly compete for San Francisco/San Jose local
traffic with the recently initiated “baby bullet” Caltrain service.

The modal alternative needs to be revised to include expansion of conventional
rail service. In addition, the EIR needs to discuss impacts of the proposed HSR system
on existing and proposed conventional rail passenger operations, including specifically
effects on ridership/revenue and secondary impacts (e.g., curtailment of rail service)
caused by reduction in ridership/revenue for conventional rail services.

INADEQUATE ANALYSIS OF BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS, INCLUDING
IMPACTS ON WETLANDS, HABITAT, AND SECTION 4(f) IMPACTS

The DPEIR/S attempts to provide a general program-level analysis of biological
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accurately reflect optimal feasible future improvements in these two travel modes. impacts. However, the ‘anaiysis_provid_ed is deficient and fails to adequately inform the 0069-10

To begin with, none of the alternatives for intra-regional travel are taken into 0069-8 g:gli(l:eta!bao:atIlh?s%(ﬁ{e(%\?igt?stleng:g% ‘{'gd::gggg‘gﬁféog:gﬂéﬂgegﬁhgvgg%ﬁ?gis
account, despite the fact that intra-regional travel amounts to a significant portion, and deficient in itsysrefusal to ackngwled e what will cleart Ee Jsi nificant impacts.
in some cases a majority, of modal travel (e.g., highway traffic along all highways infout articularly in regard to federall an% tate-listed 5| e():,ie wgtl nd -|g|-f habitat, and
of San Francisco and Los Angeles, commuter rail ridership between Los Angeles and P y.In regarc to y anc Saie-Isted species, wetlancs, wildliie nabitat, an
Palmdale and along the San Francisco Peninsula between San Francisco and San its connectivity, Further, the DPEIR/S' discussion of mitigation measures to reduce the
Jose). Further, the analysis fails to account for induced demand (or, as identified in ?'Q"Iﬁoﬁca m‘? ol_blolo|g|cal "JI g:mf)gérll}gf;q v forlfalllng toﬁcommg i 'F‘mjefCt ihoati
Appendix 2-F, ‘latent demand”) and its effects on traffic or ridership.” Further, the g T e 1 tha Lmproperly puts off consideration of mitigation
highway alternative analysis is inaccurate and biased in assuming that auto traffic would infi pt. ) f eaponsi le federal hogl bl iy S Kr e Cort of Engi
fo?low the same corridor proposed for the Project (i.e., San Francisco — San Jose — ;?\: rng I%?st??\?\?i‘l)dolgzlggw?o: r:ng%%r;cﬁss, ngrg?ligr:r':\eer?tél b&g&%ﬁ%g{]ﬁ; gtlgeers,
Gilroy — Merced). This ignores the reality that the vast majority of current San Francisco conduct the analyses required under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, and
b e i gotet i oo 0 across e parlcuar el o v ot nfoemation for thesssgances o ety e et
5§ south of Tracy?®. These routes are both shorter and better suited to long-distance enwroan\en _a Y camaging pra. iod ? a ?m.a ve, as .requn.re Y tederal faw. i
driving (e.g., entirely multiple-lane limited-access highways) than the proposed US 101/ Likewise, the DPEIR/S is deficient in its analysis of impacts under Section 4(f) of
SR 152 alternative proposed in the DPEIR/S. Likewise, highway traffic going from San the DOT Act of 1966 in failing to discuss all prudent and feasible alternatives that might
Francisco to Los Angeles would obviously use I-5 south from 1-580 through the avoid the use of parklands. In particular, the DPEIR/S is deficient for failing to fully
“grapevine” rather than veering east along SR 99 through Bakersfield and then further consider and discuss the potential of the Altamont alternative to avoid impacts to Henry 0069-11
east through Palmdale. In short, the DPEIR/S has proposed an unrealistic “straw man” Coe State Park and the Grasslands Ecological Area, a highly significant -
highway alternative that does not accurately depict the capacity of the highway system wildlife/wetlands area that includes federal wildlife refuges, a state park, state wildlife
to carry San Francisco-Los Angeles or Sacramento to Los Angeles Traffic?’. management areas and the largest block of privately managed wetlands in the state.

Rather than repeat the analyses provided by others, TRAC/CRF refers the
» A’t!ﬂnsaéi(\)’gyaﬁfﬁc to/from south of San Francisco travels across the Bay on SR 92, and uses 1-238 to CHSRA to the comment letters submitted by the California Department of Parks and
reach |- an .
" While the proposed highway ive may be sc more in its depiction of traffic from 2 See: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/rail/amtrak20yrplan/SUMMARY.PDF for the 20-year investment plan for
San Jose ;c;hLo‘s: Angetles and between Central Valley cities along Highway 99, this is not the primary Amtrak services in California.
purpose of the Project.
U.S. Department Page 5-537
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